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B&% 7—0Y3v72 [4B8E402]

BIOVDREFPIT i IRSA RRREI T I —ICE D0 D& & R

.U_I

A% 8 8F (ZEXP)

. BIAVYNRZATPIIKCHSNB Y /IRSA RRREI I VT —AFTAOF—
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BIVICET2HBENT L — LEE
& 8F (ZEXP)
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Caig D—0Y3v73 [4B&E403]

BBtz < 2BXRBERBREOER
S /NF EE GRIRKF)

. BB NBARBRBRROER

INEF B (SRURKE)
BBILESNIERS M FRRE UV TOERKIRDER
WkE Bie (BUEAE)
ERRREE UTOERERCET 2 —ER
WIR Th (BEEKE)

D&IZ D—0Y3vT 4 [4F8E4A04]

1.

2.

3.

Love, Sex, and Marriage: Crosslinguistic Comparisons of Conceptual Metaphors
Organizer/Chair: CHIANG, Wen-Yu (National Taiwan University)
How Deep Is Your Love?: A Comparative Study of Metaphorical Quantification of “Love”
LIAO, Yu-Hsuan (National Taiwan University)
Behold, | am Coming Soon!: A Study on the Conceptual Metaphors of Sexual Orgasm in
24 Languages
CHIANG, Yen (National Taiwan University)
MARRIAGE IS BUSINESS: A Corpus Study of Marriage Metaphor in English and Chinese
CHANG, Debbie Yi-Han (National Taiwan University)

KE#= (13:00~13:20) [3FE ND 7k—JL]

A% WA - (BBEKRP)

SR&RE M S (BFREBABFERER - RUFBREKRZF)
SRS RER R—EB (BAZBRFZIEHRES - BANEFEKRF)

WMEZEIWS 10 2L (BFAEARZPSR/ERER - ILBEKXRP)
SBRRHRS WA =— (BAETRARIZEHRR - BOEKAP)
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HEFEE (13:30~16:05)
A=3% [4FE E401] BAREREK
@ 13:30-14:05 @ 14:10-14:45 3 14:50-15:25 @ 15:30-16:05
g% B BE (KERKZH)

1. KEICHIFTDBOERNEZDAE

A9 #7 (BRERBUKXT)
2. BAEBOETRMLSE 'V-T< 3, OER— TTROAMGIT, ZRIBEDFRKE—
=0 7 (BLWZEHREKP)

3. MIDHAFECHFBDREIFCOVWT—ERERRE U TOMEEZDIDIC—
UF -7 (FORKFEKRFR)
4. —EBBOHRMERCH (TS EFTE—HRERICK DREENS SO ABRRBREOEEITA—
VAA - THTU—F RRAEFAFKZER)

B&i% (48 E402]) BAERK
@ 13:30-14:05 @ 14:10-14:45 @ 14:50-15:25 @ 15:30-16:05
R REB BAF (ZEAF)
1. BRAXRZARTOREBICHDEERSE  BY vV ILRELEZE Ucsienir &
B 55 (RREMAF)
2. EEBEEETHDIFEHBAD story-retelling interview test DRTFENMT : FZEBRFTEICH T
% e’
B &6 (RERAZF)
g% B EA (REBBI=HHEKRT)
3. BEZRIRBEETHOEEBRRMZBED T TLDHERITOLRICDWVT
REB &KF (RREEAZF)
4. considering DRIESD - FEHGAAEDHENAR —LIRY—DERHS—
% BB (REBARFZKRERR)

C &% [4F5 E403) BAREBRRK
® 13:30-14:05 @ 14:10-14:45 (3 14:50-15:25 @ 15:30-16:05
R ER BA (BOEXZF)
1. TBRE/ TEFREROR[REIEZHBBAT O LIL/ TESDDERICEZDTEE
RE T (BLERFKRZER)
2. PEAABABEZIED "FRAR) TR — ANV IFEAICHIT2EBEROTREE—
gl BF (RIEKFEKRFEER)
AR & BR (BEXRD)
3. THIBFEREBILD VY —H— THEWR) OFEEERHRNOT
2 BEE (JUEERFERER)
4., T/ ()12 OERAFRIMERE —BRIEEXESAOBERINS —
TN EF (BEEXRFKRFER)



D £15 [4 P E404] W@ English Presentations @@ BARZEHERX

@ 13:30-14:05 @ 14:10-14:45 3 14:50-15:25 @ 15:30-16:05

A% L% R (BRNHEKRD)

. Reconsidering the Validity of Examining Constituent Order in terms of Information Status

of Constituents
YAMADA, Yoko (Niigata University)
On the Negative Use of the Japanese Intensifier totemo ‘very’
SAWADA, Osamu (Mie University)
I 1EF EEF (RRELHKAF)
AEFHNSBVWAYOLRIRE—BAZBREICE (T 2HRLBER—
RE HH (RRUFKF)
AR E (XD : REFEATOL b v DK DM
)| e (BPFMmABEBRKEARZER)

E &15 [4 8% E405] English Presentations

1.

® 13:30-14:05 @ 14:10-14:45 3 14:50-15:25 @ 15:30-16:05

Chair: YOKOMORI, Daisuke (Kyushu University)
The Pragmatics of Intelligible Pronunciation in English as a Lingua Franca in Japan
O'NEAL, George (Niigata University)
Analyzing the Pragmatic Force of Sentence Final Particles as a Function of Actual Use
KROO, Judit (Stanford University)
Chair: YOSHIDA, Etsuko (Mie University)
Demonstratives and Deictic Shift in Narrative
SUGIYAMA, Sayaka (no affiliation)
Gaikokujin ja arimasen (I’'m not a foreigner): An Analysis of the Interactive Construction and
Contestation of (not) Being a Foreigner
BUSHNELL, Cade (University of Tsukuba)

EiAsEE (16:15~17:45) [3F& ND 7k—)JL]

— Keynote Lecture —

Speaker: Prof. Michael PERKINS (University of Sheffield)
Title: Explaining Pragmatic Impairment: Finding the Best Fit

between Pragmatic Theory and Clinical Data
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2. X7 —ERFEDEHE — "M REELTDOXY D 7 —KRIB—
2R Ih (LSEEREXT) - 85 hcsl (BEAF)
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@® 9:30-10:05 @ 10:10-10:45 @ 10:50-11:25
A8 HE BT (EEEBRAY)
1. BEOLFIRELEHICR 5N S LRIIEHROBIRE
BN 5 (RBAFAZHR)
2. XEBROXNZXLORBICEHT —FROERERE DL S CRESNZH—
2H —F (RPAFAZR)
3. "Bzl OEEF
AAIR B8 (HEAE)

C &% (4% E403) BAEHRE
@ 9:30-10:05 @ 10:10-10:45 @ 10:50-11:25
g% ki BB BAENEEKRE)
1. Z5ABME U TORBABEZQITHERCHTDRBREEERYE @ XPREEREBRELD
LeE
At E&OF (LBEEBKRF)
2. EAMNBRICED S GEZREZBUREDON : "REBKIR ) OBHlEPDIC
KE B (FLIRFERAZF)
3. BB TAOF—BEDLSICRREINDDHN? —FIARF—EBERFEDOEHK—
B KB (BEEREXRER)



D &% [4 P& E404) English Presentations
® 9:30-10:05 @ 10:10-10:45 ® 10:50-11:25
Chair: SHUDO, Sachiko (Waseda University)
1. The Difference between “Otaku” and “Geek” in English: A Frame Semantics Analysis
FIGUEIRO TEIXEIRA, Lilian (Keio University)
2. Gender and Politeness on Conversational Styles in Intercultural Communication
ITAKURA, Hiroko (Hong Kong Baptist University)
3. Exploring the lllocutionary Force of Words Versus Images in Multi-Modal Texts
McDONALD, Peter (J. F. Oberlin University)

E &% [4 & E405] English Presentations
® 9:30-10:05 @ 10:10-10:45
Chair: HATA, Kaori (Osaka University)
1. Designed Silences: A Study of Silences in Talk in Interaction
BHATTA, Baikuntha (Kanagawa University)
2. When Not Talking is ‘Talking’: The Functions of Silence
HUI, Jon S. Y. (The University of Hong Kong)

MRY—FFK (A) 11:25~12:25 (B) 12:25~13:25 [3EXBERZE]

Al.  Semantic-pragmatic Analysis of Japanese Case Markers ‘Wo’ and ‘De’
CHEE SIONG, Lee (Graduate School of Foreign Languages, Sapporo University)
A2. Men and Women Interact Differently: Analyses of Compliments among Gender in
Japanese Conversation
FUJIMURA-WILSON, Kayo (Yamaguchi University)
A3. BCBEERZEUBRIEEFHRTORE
Bk K (RREZXRFAEMR) - 18 BT (+XFRE2EZFKE)
A4, SHAD TXMHNER) [CHUTRESNDT ROHEE
B BF (BROKZFREKRZE)
A5. GCetZEBIXEBRRBIAZET Get (BRXDOBER—BEEFOHBRICBEBELT—
AHEB Bz (BAKF)
A6. ERROTBEZIMLDFTiZ D < BEBFHNNMT
BB F& (KPP - BE Z— (BMPAD) - BE BE (BfKAF)
B1. Re-examining the “Sentence-final” Particle Ne in Language Learners’ Conversations
GANIR, Paul (Stanford University)
B2. RRINZSIAUTEMTERDRROFHENRK
WR £ (BFBKRF)
B3. RRRINODIKRKIRICEATDBPHR—EEDRED (D (A) TID BTSRRI ZWRIC—
® BN (BERERRKFER)



B4. BARAREFEEICLDIERNOREREM—SHBFNETOHECEBLT—
BY) B (RRERREAT) - PER 887 (RRAEZAD) - & 0F BAEXZE)
B5. BYIMEHECEFSD 'BLE, KR [CXTD #D ) RIBOMR—BEALIVY 1 AD
SANEFRERRELT—
BR £% (REBERZKAZR)
B6. ZERIHRFRIEZRESHETH ERFFECHTIWBEIEERZPDIC—
SH i (RREFZ=ARZFHEERPFHEFR)

YYRIDA (13:30~16:00) [3PEND ik—JL]

4 )

Symposium: Clinical Discourse

Topic: What kind of contribution linguistic pragmatics can do to the studies of
interaction in clinical and medical fields?

Chair:  KUBO, Susumu (Matsuyama University)
Speakers: UEDA, Teruko (Aomori Public University)
OOl, Manabu (Kanazawa University)
KATO, Sumi (Aomori Chuo Gakuin University)
Commentators: HAYASHI, Reiko (Konan Women’s University)
MATSUI, Tomoko (Tokyo Gakugei University)
PERKINS, Michael (University of Sheffield)

NG J

&= (16:00~16:10) [3FE ND k—JL]

FRRKRE WA &Z— (BABRRZEEHEK - BOEKF)




mal c ARER

11RA298 (£EB)

7—2Y3v7 (10:00~11:40)
ARG D—0Y3v7 1 [4BE401)
@ "PUED) DEEMAREFEES  BARGE - 1V —RY bk - XT 14 P TOERBAIZHRIC
tE - SR BI B (BEEXF)
EBES®HE | KE X (RRKF)
K7 =7 ay 7k, HREDG L SECHEFICH SN2 Thilifi(suspended clause) (81 1)1 (ORI
2002) DFEFGRVEHE & BRI ORI, RRTEIRR B E B I N 5 HAGE L iERE %
HNRE LI 2O0DMREZN L, FROBEZRTIEZHNET 2,
(1) H7LIFZ->EbEELAALITE— (Mr. O Corpus)
AFEFIE, W OB - SEEEEEGNIIE O Z N TOERE L BURICO W T 2 M3 5, B
MCiE, HARGEAOGRR TE WS L) WEo&ER (H)112009) 5 iEHEER D insubordination (f¢E
fiio EHift) DR (Evans2007) 15 & L. &M HE O H#EEEO R BT - S5
2009, JEiL 2014) (XD Tz, FWIEIIEICE W TED L ) BT —FBHRERD 5 2L 0 A
CBIL . REFE2ISIN L L FESE 7 a Y = 7 TR S 417z Mr. O Corpus Z 34105 %,
SER ¢ (1) RIERER. 2002, TERFNIEEEY:y . BRI S. 2) IR 2014, TEEEEE O 5| A
fiiD FHM-HAGE L ORI ZBL T . THAGEESH X OWE, . RS - REEA - FBAE -
TLIE « BUHEA - AulBE @), 02 U EE, 695-717.

1. BETRADERELTO MFE) PHEMEX
B K& (UHKE)
AFERTIZ, OABEARZTEICK T2 " &) PWiflioazal, e v ) SiEAsa 7%
MHATR EORHIIS O W TGS 2, T1F & B (Nakayama & Nakayama 1997) (&, HAGE
WiEfi O HC S RHTHE DI\ —2TH 573, FEEEDLXFTURD T OAID 7 DIC L5 H DML DI
BAEZRMAL TR 220 &9 SISO WTEFEMSH 6 22k > Tk, FERF L, AT ST
(Fox etal. 2013) DOFEfIAIHKILL . # 18 IO XFET— & 25 TF & PWiEi D FH 50 Bl 2 P -
AL T3 DDWE LAY = ZFE LT, 3237 —VICHEL T, HTICPYID 0Tz THl:
FERBZNALIHG E o TWV 2 L) REDIA S N, USROG TE T LB
ATRINTGELRINBTH D, T L BB 2 3GRREEAH A T2 EOER & L THA S
TV I EWRRING,
Z % Wk * (1) Nakayama, T. & K. Nakayama. 1997. “Japanese kedo: Discourse Genre and
Grammaticization.” Japanese/Korean Linguistics 6. 607-618. (2) Fox, B., S. Thompson, C. Ford & E. Couper-

Kubhlen. 2013. “Conversation Analysis and Linguistics.” In: Jack Sidnell and Tanya Stivers (eds.). The
Handbook of Conversation Analysis. Wiley Blackwell, 726-740.

2. BEEEICE(FDPRIEIEX
& R (BEXZ)
AHFERTIIEEFEOA v ¥ —F%y P T LVEHEHAR L ICB B INS 3 EEHO hWifi-1)5 | il
MERIET Ttanung (TE 9 ), A)EEEHIE Tnuny GEAEFIED), AD)MEFIE Tkoy ("~L.1) D
BEREIC DWW TEERT 5, Z DOFEHE. )~ )IEEGE (T E)DETCE 72 TED TR 2 S A& b H D | Tl

9



fLANDEBE L V) HTEREERERRONZ DD, DIFGENED TE#RO I Z LI O
2002:131); L. i L FOLNIERE Z2EKH, B EF2 5380 L BB 2B 2 AE T % (4 2014), 1)
77Dy 4 ML, TLEEHDO TR Yy ZTICE L THITBENROER - EIROFER, ()54 2 FHHO
FINE VD X DIE, WO XNE LRI 2036 L2 T 5 Lot BEEFEOEER & L CoME
E\xR A 5~ E ORI RO 2 L E2RT,

SEHR (1) RIEFER. 2002. TERAISRE Ay . BRI E. 2) £EIK. 2014, THEEFEO5IH
et o FEi-HAGE L ORI ZB U - . THARBE X O . iSRS - KEEL - 1§
Al - Y7L - BTHE T - ALHRE@R). 02 U #HEA. 695-717.

B&B 7—0¥3v72 [4FE402)
@ SIVDHRENMT . IRSAM RRREI T VF—(CEX DO DR & ERR
a8 8F (ZEXP)

PP RBEROIEM 72 &AL T 29, GavidSH, HEORIHNLRAES I 6 135S
D=+ F—RLDZLDDHY 27 NG E LTUASRHMIN TS, EFELIEFLIEEICT %5 TS,
IZBWTH, ZLOEENNN— L F—E 38t oAV EROTHEaVIISNT 5, 2D k) it
SMEALOEZICH b 6T, AL - IR (2007) DRESENELED» S DIZEIXH 2 b DD, FRCHE
BrDAa B 2 HEEER 2RI L OB RO fThbhiTuiv,

K7 =2 ay 7Tl ZANEZBRICE>THaAVvEINT 2701, AavicBils4Y /K7
A+ FAFHIEICEE T 2 A2 SFHO DN 2 TR 12, FEEEOAa v Bz ilt L - HREFEIC BT 3
HOMRNSm oSN, EFGavHmicB 2 Tl - BiEs L) oA ETHcEITS2 724 R
T — I DEDNDONWTEET S,

1. BAYNRZATIARLCHENDAI Y/ RIARRREI T YT —ATADF—
B 75 (KEREEERKZE)

AHFERTEEIY 2= 27 VAZINY LIF, 2 2 THE £ 2 relational work (Locher and Watts 2008)
IOV TERIN TR AYEM@mNEHZ, ¥ = vy —IQEHL 2D, 0T %,

A/ BRI PRREY 2 v —DBRZINIET 512 H 72> T, Sara Mills (2005) (F L2 ICHATL 72
A G EMGRN R EHOBEEZFT VT2, B EFIIREDHEEKOLAKORH 22T 2 2 LT, 8
LT () R2BCICKEDHEiZ T LTE D, ZOFHIiEERY 2 vy -1tk > THRE S, A
FHRKTIEI D Mills DIFFiZ TS, Gave=a7ARITBLT, ED &I RIRZERODEEN,
BEMGGHI SN TV 200%, P2y ¥y — - FTNVAY = FIER L2290 %, 2WTIch i
> TlE, Goffman (1967) D\>9) & T A DWE L MATD DDFHEEH» SR A, REDITHANY = v ¥
—LDOBRTED X ) ICERMT 5N TWL 200256012 F 2,
2k ¢ (1) Goffman, E. 1967. Interaction Ritual. Pantheon Books. (2) Locher, M. A. and Watts, R. J. 2008.
“Relational work and impoliteness: Negotiating norms of linguistic behavior.” In: D. Bousfield and M. A.

Locher (eds.). Impoliteness in Language. Mouton de Gruyter, 77-99. (3) Mills, S. 2005. “Gender and
impoliteness.” Journal of Politeness Research 1(2). 263-280.

2. BIVICHEF2HENT L —ABE
B 87 (Z8XF)
AFFTIE, FBEOG VT =7 2 oERE L, 20 F TOPHZEEITZE & o ik #@ L T,
SMEDE A VRFED 7 L — L Z R T 2% 5% T 5,
AE—=FLAVICEHT 2 E, 27V —7I2BWTTEEREHTH Y, HPEOHEBICHEAAL Z L%
BT B EVWIETR I A bR ADRERIN T, IR B S 2 B2 (435 (2001).
ZH(2013) %) DFER EAEHT B, T, A2 Y TR O MR T BRI BT RIE R 5 R\,

10



ZOHMZERT2-DICRRINERIA L2 A%, OF—vTAF T, @QFD, @Ik, @7 —
LDEA, DARITBOTRMN L, 2D X9 BMHATATIE, SMEMOEESTRERL L) %7
L—LDd LT STz, £/, 2OLH) 7V —2 3B EEL, ZEBZUHIT S
JBETHEIND L) RO,

SEHR ¢ (1) =BT 2013, TR I 4 R ADEKGESHT P2 2= —>a vDRL L &y
CAHLEBHIR 2 FHEEFTWA.2001. TRIEEOR T A P F AR 74 b2 ADOFGEHRMER) . TEES
DRI A bRy . ENZEFEVIFEAT. 9-58.

op

3. BIVICRBNZI T VY — - NTA—YVREDTIARDT—D
KK £F (CEHKF)
AFFRTIE, EEOG I VGMOFRGEANTZ@E L, - BEZNZNDRTRT 255 F00Y 2 v
—PEIZ DWW T, Goffman (1959) 12/ 415 HICHER (performance) DB 6 FREZIT
Goffman (1959) |3 performance %, & 2R EDLIICEVTALDHS DD DICEE LWH
CZIRL LI ET2MHATALEDSELEOTHS LHIHT S, a2y TRREEL 6 —FF—L LT
BRINDMBEDD 570, HEADNE/BIES LI 2R L TR, FAESNE» S S5#kL Z2 0 nuid
%57, L L, [FARIICFEMED KO NHEBIRADBLE S R I 5, 2D X 9 % performance &
ZITRBINHEM L7 2 A ZADP D LD %2 ZHEICOVTE Thrbws L&) Ofr L RAESIE
2k 2 TEe Ly 302 L 2NN A 7 2 4 AR B SN2 5, BrEicowTiE TR &
Do A Ik THEMICHEZ Y — F L, MiEHENIC THES LS 208 LT7 24 225
SE TV IGHZE L CEET %,
ZE 3R ¢ Goffman, E. 1959. The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. New York: Anchor Books.

C&¥% 7—2o¥3v7J3 [4FE403)
@ BETZLZzH<DBAREBRERIROREE
gl& /N\F ER GUERKE)

Ala=lr—vav EOMNAWEETEZE L7 TR I A4 P2 AR 122w T, HAFESHERE
DEBFIBIL TEEET 5, WFEICBIT 2K 74 F & ATIE, Leech(1983) ! &wfﬁﬂ%hfw%i
)T, Z DA DEEH DI X > TEED VT o 7 IREH N (non-conventional) FaE1THIC
TEEINDG, Lo THESINLSBEEARC K> TRHAIND Lw) 2 Endv, —J7, E$ﬁ
BV, WEEARICIEEENEZ R 74 P2 RAOFETHO S RonsD LHFHZ, 74 FFA
DIEHRCEEED T S N7 RBTER DS E R DL FITIEE L L TR L 72 BIE 1 7 EBREDSEELE T 5 25,
ZOFATOWT, FHDRTF XY —2/NEDPRET 5, K, ILREDFEHFEEWRD & B 755G
HHE LToORdZ2HNT 5, miglic, WEPHAEALTICE W CHEERHOEE M2 FIRT %,

1. BBtSN-BAEBREBRIEDHER
NG B (FUEKZE)

A2l —Yav FLOBEEREAS L, 2SS0k EIHMEE, MZZO3 0TI, v
IfEICTT 6D, O ik, BB MITE-7?) L) FEEhiE, Z2oMFICHELAZ YT
ENZZEobA LI, 29 LAMEDEIE, SHEHRCX2UEEPAE—F L L TId4E L,
SENEOHMLEOL LB DTH S, Leech(1983) D IR T4 b F ADHy (X, TE#H, L THIE %%
SNEE BT, RNOBR»SIFEIZRE L7, L L, 20D h, B (1974) THEIFoNTW»3
BN, /eE. E0E/3 . H57F0 /KR, AbE/Av, BB, BZUbRED, fwbg
W/ COFMD S B S i HAGERLE £ O 2 #1555,
ZE (1) FAAZ5.1974. TBMEGEO BTG . TERE s 26 96 #£.104-86. (2) MREFFET-. 1992.

11



MEH & FIRE ). TR ASCRI AR5 41 5. R RABERT. 47-56. (3) Leech, G. 1983. Principles

of Pragmatics. Longman.

2. BBUEEINTERIA MRREUVTDERBRIBEOER
W Bue (BHEARZE)

HAGED ERUL L 72 il RBLOFH 2 LD B, SiBBAE T 24 ROFERD, FIEERICED
EELOMBE L LCAME LD, HABIIBOWTEAIA b 2 ADEREI & L THEEL T 35EEZ2 D
N, 2Nz AR EB HAEIRICBWTIER A P2 AHHOTICHEEEE L W) AT T
V=% T2 2 Lo EEZTRT S, HlELT, ™WESRVLDTTY, T xok ) HFE2ZIFT,
REEERTIE R, 29 LARBORELRB L L CoREl 2R, 251 TRUEERI oxsz T3
ANMIaga=r—rarvicBwT, HFELONABRZ %2R RIFICRO72DDRE E L THw o
22 8h, ~EEED EICEEEINASERM LBIET 2 L2 RET S, B, EHELEEST
bIEL E IFiE Y, H ETORONAFEGHRDL (FTA) (ST 2D 23582 ICHBL THEL % B
DTRBENI EEZBR B,
SEICHR (1) IIREGE. 2004, THAGEICE T 2 BLEERBZEOBMR ) . THARGEHAS Y 1 F 14 5. Al
fili Ko HAGE HAR S A2, 17-39. (2) LR - #2520 - /NEFIERS. 2010. T2 S 2 =5 —> a v LLER
By . HAEDL

3. BEBRRE UTOFRKRRICAHATZ2—ER
R 3 BEBKE)

HAGEONAREZE TR & LT, —GBORGEICE EEoT XY RELHFMITTEH L, ZDHEEL
IZDWTIRES§ %, PIZECHTRIEIRSCE LT S N2 fERET TERNAD 928 TOE5450d
DTENR TBIELWEIABNAD $T05 RENZONREL D,

HAGEABE DGR 2 2 LTh, 20z Hv T 2 REEGEH XK & 28 & 358§,
BEEGEE YA EF OFEGEZ TR ERENEZ T A 5 DIINAREIC00 2RI TH 5 2 &%
HICE-oTHHETEDOH 2, DL BEPLEAD L, HELSNEFERERZE G T2 2 Li3H
KEEFBAEDRE L FEHEAD A% L EZ 5,

Lol fEEEID X9 RS LA CIIERL (=28K) 323 EEATH 2w, S8&IF, HIC
XU NNV TOERRE THIFICANTERE 2 ED 2 L EH TS 2HEEELH D, HELZ ED X HITE
BADBREDZREZT\,
23k ¢ (1) ENZEGEDTZEAT. 2006, TSEETENCE T 2 RS OFEtHs . < A L BHK ) BFHN
S LT« ARRE (). 2014, T HASEE D RCRE RBL O ZARME—IE S 2L & HBRAY - th 2 iE Ry . <
2 L EBHIN 3) ILRET - B - ANEFIERE. 2010. T2 S 2 =7 — > 3 v L EREL . IRAFERE. @) =
T 2011, PHAGEDO ST ABHRILER & Bl S 35178, . 0> UEL.

DB D—0y3vr4 [4FEEA04]
@® Love, Sex, and Marriage: Crosslinguistic Comparisons of Conceptual Metaphors
Organizer/Chair: CHIANG, Wen-Yu (National Taiwan University)

Love, sex, and marriage are the three most important key concepts throughout the human history
with respect to the reproduction of mankind, the stabilization of social structures and civilization, and
the personal pursuit of emotional and physical well-being. Over the past decades, a growing body of
research has investigated these three concepts within Lakoff and Johnson’s (1980, 1989, 1999) framework
of conceptual metaphors. However, very little attention has been paid to the following topics, which this
workshop seeks to probe: (a) the linguistic ways to quantify love, (b) the conceptualization of orgasm,
and (c) the detailed mappings of the MARRIAGE IS BUSINESS metaphor. This workshop aims to not
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only bridge the above research gap in the study of conceptual metaphors, but also provide detailed
accounts of these topics from cross-linguistic comparisons.

References: (1) Lakoff, G. and Johnson, M. 1980. Metaphors We Live By. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press. (2) Lakoff, G. and Johnson, M. 1999. Philosophy in the Flesh: The Embodied Mind and its Challenge to
Western Thought. New York: Basic Books.

1. How Deep Is Your Love?: A Comparative Study of Metaphorical Quantification of “Love”

LIAO, Yu-Hsuan (National Taiwan University)
This paper examines the strategies employed by English and Mandarin Chinese speakers to
metaphorically quantify love. Collocations and co-occurrences of English ‘love’and Mandarin Chinese
‘% (love)are collected from Corpus of Contemporary American English and corpus from Center for
Chinese Linguistics and Academia Sinica Balanced Corpus of Modern Chinese. The data are further
analyzed and classified into different groups according to the metaphorical strategies used. These
strategies are found to correspond with conventional physical quantities, namely amount of substance,
length, time, temperature, intensity, mass, density and area/volume, which are measurements widely
adopted in the field of science and technology. This finding indicates how speakers express the intensity
of the abstract concept love with the physical properties used to measure concrete substances. The
frequency of each strategy is calculated to provide further discussion concerning the similarities and
differences between these two languages and possible existing universality and cultural variances.
References: (1) Oster, U. 2010. “Using corpus methodology for semantic and pragmatic analyses: What
can corpora tell us about the linguistic expression of emotions?.” Cognitive Linguistics 21, No.4. 727-763.
(2) Bureau International des Poids et Mesures. 2006. The International System of Units (SI) (8th ed.). France:
Organisation Intergouvernementale de la Convention du Metre.

2. Behold, | am Coming Soon!: A Study on the Conceptual Metaphors of Sexual Orgasm in
24 Languages
CHIANG, Yen (National Taiwan University)

This study explores the conceptual metaphors of sexual orgasm in 24 languages. Specifically, the
study has identified that the linguistic expressions adopted to refer to and announce an orgasm manifest
how speakers of different languages conceptualize orgasm. A total of 24 languages from 8 major language
families are collected from interviews with 38 native speakers, and are analyzed qualitatively with
concepts drawn from the conceptual metaphor theory. Conceptual metaphors such as ORGASM IS A
STATE (OF HAPPINESS), ORGASM IS UP, ORGASM IS HEAT/FIRE, ORGASM IS DEATH, ORGASM IS
A DESTINATION, etc. are found in the data. In some languages, orgasm may be conceptualized as a
personal physiological/emotional state whereas a majority of the languages view orgasm as a mutual and
shared experience between partners. The study concludes that the conceptual metaphors of orgasm may
reflect and influence the perception and sexual behaviors of human beings.

References: (1) Deignan, A. 1997. “Metaphors of Desire.” Keith Harvey, and Celia Shalom (eds.). Language
and Desire: Encoding Sex, Romance, and Intimacy. 21-42. NY: Routledge. (2) Kovecses, Z. 2010. Metaphor: A
Practical Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

3. MARRIAGE IS BUSINESS: A Corpus Study of Marriage Metaphor in English and Chinese

CHANG, Debbie Yi-Han (National Taiwan University)

The study aims to discuss the MARRIAGE IS BUSINESS metaphor in English and Mandarin Chinese.
Linguistic expressions of the MARRIAGE IS BUSINESS metaphor are collected from Corpus of
Contemporary American English, corpus from Center for Chinese Linguistics in China, and Academia
Sinica Balanced Corpus of Modern Chinese from Taiwan. The results show that although MARRIAGE IS
BUSINESS commonly exists in both English and Chinese, the mappings and emphases of the metaphor
are different. In English, the focus of MARRIAGE IS BUSINESS is on the cooperative relation as well as

13



the shared duty between men and women whereas the quality and contribution of a partner and the
selection of mate are highlighted in Mandarin Chinese. The study has found that linguistic expressions
manifesting MARRIAGE IS BUSINESS metaphor in English and Mandarin Chinese correspond with
their etymological development and can provide us a better picture of how etymological uses reflect and
influence cultural values.

References: (1) Liu, D. 2002. Metaphor, Culture, and Worldview: The Case of American English and the Chinese
language. Maryland: University Press of America. (2) Kovecses, Z. 2005. Metaphor in Culture: Universality
and Variation. Cambridge, UK / New York: Cambridge University Press.

TR (13:30~16:05)
A3 (40 E401]) BABRR
1. BB BEORREZ0H8

A% ZF (ERERBUAR)
AFEDOFRIE, FELFEOAITHEIGARE L EZ SN TS TH—FEEEDHIK, (Du Bois:1987.) &
WIHBIRICEH L, ZOHIBHAEOHESEIEGTTREN EI) P E2BET2EIHI0H 2, HAEW
I, ~ERDE L EoESEEORFE MM LT, HECHNA 2 IR RO - SGEBIR - &
WRIEME, 2 L T2 offiodEEE#RIcT / 77— a v 25 L THBED 2 — S22 ERT 5, 20 z2Hkic,
HAEICHN 2 IR RO & 2 UPIGT 2 52 5N - BRIV L, MBIk Z MRS 2, %
LT, HAGEOEESEETIE THGEEOH ) PWHIRICHERIEEL Tw2 2 L 2lonIicd %,
23R ¢ (1) Du Bois, John W. 1987. “The discourse basis of ergativity.” Language 63. No.4. 805-855. (2)
Fry, John. 2003. Ellipsis and Wa-marking in Japanese Conversation, New York/London: Routledge.

2. BAEOETE V-T<3, OFEL— "TRAODARQDIT) 2RI AEDRKE—
EH 2 (BLWZERKE)
"V-TL %) OfED 1212, §5EHE~D DI ) 2R THEPH 5, ZOMEIEIRD Y A
T MEX S &3 (EH 2009) ,
(1) a. 7YDICAZXR>TE L, (A1 YoBXK)
b. 7 UDPRICAZEL TE X, (A2 1 : Yz h.)
c. YIIBREELEZX, (B B : fFhsDIEFENAZ5Y)
d. &tE»ERizEs L TE X, (C Y : fT A DENZ )

% (2010) 1 X o T, DI, A1 RID & REEICHIEDIEDS > TR 2 BBIH S 2 Z > T b,
AW TIE, 612, TTL %) BROFBBEICER L, HAEDSEE A OHRLZ 180 T & 72 nHglE
ZEHHWG THiobeAg OESUREBHRGERKE DT 7 A P K E» S BT 2, S 510, wWHEEE

"'V oo}, hEEE VR, TIIHEOHELS A1 BICEE-TE D, Teth,, Tk oBRbHEENT
bHHREERL, NEEENENRDSHED TV-TL %) OFEBNEHRZHEMET 5,

SE Sk (1) FFBA. 2010. "BEZESL» T-TL %) DRV—2EHER -z, Lo S
— . TRERILGREE U L 44.1-16.(2) HEHTE.2009. TREENENE] TR oSEk E RO ESRE—
RS A 7 A o TRDENSY A 7o 2y ~—) . TEERIEAZEs . 11. 1-20.

3. MIDHFTEICHFTDEEEFCOVWT—EHERIRE UTOEEZPLIC—
UF 7Y BURKEXRFM)
HAGE L 7 7 € 73EOW ) OXIPIE 217> 76 R], WS IREREFE O L i s s (V)
2013), HAGETIHMEWRIEZR T TS ko &) BEH SN DD, 7 7 € 7 TR o JlE 234
FNBMHADRD -7, 77 TIETIERER ORI 2% £ 05 FHRPEBRNORZIRE I L Tu Ry,
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AWFEClE, BRERIGIARRFOBERE LIS & F 1] & DRLE 2 R TIRENIFERE D H 2 &\ ) THE
PEICER L, MSREOBREREICNT 2HEFOHIRZHS 2T %,

AWHFETIZ, 7 7 € 7REREEGEH 121 42 NRICEGGREZ 1T o 768, Wio A ol b e T 210
ZICREEOE Tgdany (£ TH) G FENS (80%) Z e mdo7, HAFETIE Thxo L TR
JEZRE 503, 7I7ETETIE Tshwyay (bko&) 2fi) L, 22> THEFIIAMRLGBVEZIE 2
BbsrEEZ LI,

SECR (1)) F 7 V.2013. T2 7 b AKEAE E HARNRZEED KA, TEIEE, o335 THib
DRI —F T4 P 2 A LERARA + 77— 56—, | KA SGEARIAFZERHE RS
MM B e 5. (2) ILRABG - B - ANEFIERS. 2010. Ta S 2=/ —2 a v LEERE HA
rhREE ALy . WIAERL. (3) Leech, G. 1983. Principles of Pragmatics, Longman.

4. ZBEOHRIFRICH TS SHEITER—HHRBERIC K IREENS KU ABRBREDOBETR—
VaA - THTV—F (RRABEBRZFKZE)
AFEFRIE, KL LW &) #2 3 BRDIAE S 2 “HHRIFEDO T —5 2w, HFEMFEEICE
\J 2 SRETEIS, SINE OBBRBIRDZIC K D AL 2MEfTR/Z I L 7cbDTH %, ihike LT,
A7 =7l L TR ON DGR Y — v 2R L, 2 ToREE ERAEREOSFETE,) O
oL, 2 LT, 2 DEHETEZ FH#H 0 IC, HEMFRICK TR OBBEIRIC X D4
U2 MEfTAZRE L7, ZOfER, FHAITAIIZEIVERRIEIAD b Dk X N ABIRIERRO b D
BRoNI, KARALOGEE, FESNABRHERIOMETHICET 2 Taxy by ® THGH
B TEIC Ko THWICHEZ R L, BlL WRRICEHD SO ERIIND Tl Ao i, —7,

KR DR VBB [ OM EAT 21 B 1 5 THEE ) TR IS X DIEREADSMZAA T,
2 3k © (1) Fujii, Yoko. 2005. “How Japanese and American pairs co-construct stories: An overview of
two different types of collaboration”. THAZ - REEFEOKICENITL . 40.69-84. (2) FEHR T« REBFEZ.

2010. TEHMEHERHEICK T3 a7 —vavy—MAEGF/ LMo A— . <5 LEBHIIR

B &5 (4B E402] BARGEHRE
1. BRAAKRZERLORFEICHDIERHTE : EY v VILREILEEE U ICHKEED T & el
18 55 (RREEKP)

AFERE, F—H AN RPER O BEFARS OB PRI L, R v v )L o | iaEs & v
RERLEE 2 T B, T ORER. HHNEHEERERREREE & D & — v H 1 ) OBEBFHGLOREDS
Dot BUEEREE HHNEE L O F—RBUC X 2 HERGEL H 0O b DR WEETERENS 9o
7eo HENGEETIX, P OF2WLEICHRE TRIGEEE 2 FIT L LT, T@THE T2 H I LH
RIEEED L T, BEEREGEL T, FEENEFOILEMEYBRE T, F—REPRMICPE T 2 1l
FAEPP RIS T H ol TORRD S, HIINGEISE5EROBRIEZ RO TRz Mg IciED, B
BRI 2 ED BF s 2 E2md, Dlhick ), AUREZ RN SEEAT T, #a stk 2
PEAMT T4 2 a—2 2 E 5 WRME 2 15T %,
23k © Bateson, G. 1972. “A Theory of Play and Fantasy.” In: G. Bateson (ed.) Steps to an Ecology of

Mind: Collected Essays in Anthropology, Psychiatry, Evolution and Epistemology, 177-193. New Jersey: Jason
Aronson.

2. EIEEEETHDIFEHBAD story-retelling interview test DREFNMT : FZEBREICH (T
% &R
B &6 (RBRAZF)
AFERE, A I —FTaFP VAT —ADAFERERE UCTREEN LR 2 % 720 1itbii/ 5
JEIEND story-retelling interview test TORATHEE) 2 XEEIHTT 5 2 & TH SFHREEICE T 256w
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REJ) L RLEI DBItR, T LD ORAREN 2 S0 L, B SEEREE LB S iERRE N OFHI L% B A
My ezAMET 2, oo, MATRCET2REN EIE, MZ2HELINEDL LI VI a—
HIDOHL Y k> 2 Z WL 2o, HHP ST 2 WEZBRL 72 ETIREFIC L > TRB SRS 2 A
IRBENTH 2 2 ot BoFHEFEPTEL L oA 73 —Ti3% <, MATADRT
TEEZ > THZRT D £ 0 ) SMENOBRDELETH ). Z D7z ITIFFEGED EH N 7 MRS
&L TOXRZE T T <L AT RO A, MAFTAORHEEZ ST 5 2 LPRETH S,

ZZ 3R © (1) Kasper, G. 2009. “Locating Cognition in Second Language Interaction and Learning: Inside

the Skull or in Public View?.” International Review of Applied Linguistics 47. No.1. 11-36. (2) Wootton, J.
2006. “Children's Practices and their Connections with ‘Mind’.” Discourse Studies 8. No.1. 191-198.

3. BBZERIRBETHOSEMRZEE DT TVDHERISOLRICDWT
RB &KF (RREHEAZ)
AFELRTIE, RN EENTA%2 R TETTROEICERZ YT, ERANAREKRTH 2iETHOH)
s ik & oxtz i L <, HEMINZ BN T 2 MWERE, B X0 Z20HtwR 7 e A2 BT 5,
TODOHEORERNZE DD, HIEPEESEILL T REERZ LT Z LT, lx 0B &
BT20Icx LT, BEBETHOEIEZRT I LT, FEIRZL TR IREZEET2HBHITHS
N5, 26, oMb, ETTEORERNLERTH 2 HEfTHTH 5 Z L) (Leech & Svartvik,
2002)2%, oD REZERL L (TEfELfTbN IR & TEIEDSERAZ T 2 RVLO IR E ) 1<
WHINZMEREEZHIND ELRET S I ENTE S, L LERICIE, Bio7 A7 MEie zin
IS REEHEIR2S, RIS RO b TiER . 200 OEKEED Tk, Lx-oT, i
AREE DY 27 FXOBREILIC L2 X b, FENIRET 2 2 L2587,
SEHR - (1) FEEER. 1992, TL MY v Z7E&E, . L. (2) Leech, G. & J. Svartvik. 2002. A
Communicative Grammar of English. Longman.

4. considering DRIESD - #FHsadAEDHENAR —LIRY—DERINS—
M BB (REBRFEKRF )

considering, during, notwithstanding 7 & OBIR I, @RFAVICE) G >k 2 T HEa IR AR i i 5
(deverbal prepositions) 1 ( ¥k Ji 2002, % B 2005, Fukaya 1997 ) o —fl & L T, X &
{t. (grammaticalization) WFFEDFIHIC BT U 6 T & 72, RFEL D HIVIZ, considering D H 1Y
Rk & EEREFI R D AT DECICA SN DR Z, LY A — L DRfRD 6 2 —/8 2 %2 v THEGERY
ICHET 2 2L TH B, BARMICIE, BNC & DINSEL 72 154 DBl D SRR 2 B2 0L, & v v
N EICERT 5 2 Lk o T, NI 6 FREAT ) . Ham & LT, DO BYFIRAE A& %2 G
72 FeATWIZE DFLIR & FIRRIC, considering IZDWThH, Z DR AR THEEFEN, THL L
WO ZEZIERHL, HEOMHmEY v VOMICA LN B HBEDO iz HS 2027 5,
SEICHR (1) BOtFHE.2002. TSGR E A T4 A oqba . AL (2) KEEHE 2005, TR kR .
L. (3) Fukaya, Teruhiko. 1997. “The Emergence of -ing Prepositions in English: A Corpus-Based Study.”
Studies in English Linguistics: A Festschrift for Akira Ota on the Occasion of his Eightieth Birthday. 285-300.

C &5 [4F% E403) BAREBREREK
1. TBE/ TEERERORBEIRZEBHAT I LIL/ TESVDERICEZDHE
R T (BHEXKFEKRER)
BRZRMEEATE 77 LT 7 LIVIZRREZZ I BB L. BAWICZ T TS 0@EhTos
o gironsd L and, AR, Bz R 2BoMua0 (TNt / b5-oTHH a8
E9) ICEHL, REEFREOMHZ DN L 72, ZOKE, @S 38, LI LBV oaE
THEuFFsNTwE, T7LLVEBRITIFOEVEZB L CHFIEZ 22, 7€ 7713 THEECEb S
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T BATOAHZLE ) KB Lahote, A S 28, I e dvud, BLITHA
HADOFEPEZL LT 7 VA SN, EiliE, BOELEMNEGIMTERPLL, 77 LD
ROk, 77 VI TEE L R a2 HNYT 2, BREZICEL, HEoE® K Y fkEoal
RIS 2 HAGEGEE OMHA & 7€ 7 7 OSGRLOBEE SR T %,
23R © (1) Coulmas. 1981. Conversational Routine Exploration in Standardized Communication Situations
and Prepatterned Speech. The Hague. (2) $iK.1997. THAGEBE &) 5 T &AM L E@a R, . B
EE(). T & EEETE L 45-76. HAL
2. PEABFRFFBED FAR) 178 — NV IERICH I SFEBHBOIUENE—
EE B8F (RILKFAFM)

KWZER, BRI 227 —vavQBRELANITY—D Ty ¥ IKEBHZ2H T, PEAHRK
EEEE (UM, Q) 28 TAFEL TR THIT 2~y P OREE X OREERE O R 2 H - 72, o0
DfEFR, LT 4 KBS S 2% o 72 1 (1) I, HAGEREESES (LAT. J) CTHEMICAERICE L,
CJ THREIE, (2) MERIERIEZ M) BERI~ v 21& J) CHEGHICHERICE <. hEREREERSH (M
T, CO THEIME, 3)CJ & CC i, J] WL 2 MEREH OIS MR, (4) BEZRT TH
J1 % TR (89)) BLofd~y 23, BEEZHbOTEHINS, Dbrs, AR T4TO
CJ D~y DU, JJICHARBEN T, FHIBEM~ v P IZREED 6 OB OB EL 2 720, W%
S EWHS DI 0T, ARERIZ, Ny P2 HAEBEFIY TIRE T 2 BEEZ2RRT 5,
2% 3(Hik: (1) Brown, P., and Levinson, S.C. 1987. Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. (2) Fraser, B. 2010. “Pragmatic competence: The Case of Hedging.” In:

Kaltenbock G. et al. (Eds.). New Approaches to Hedging (Studies in Pragmatics). 15-34. Bingley: Emerald
Group.

3. [FHBVFERBILD N —H— TIHzLVR) DFEEEEEARIVDIT
2 BEE (JUmBERFEKRZE)
AFERIZ, FEHEOXRIHCoNTWS TR w) 1I22owT, FEEMD~>—h— & L TOMIK
BWEZMWR L 7-DBIC, SCROMEZBME L, ZoffiHEK2EHT2 2 L2HET, BHENIC, £
§ Kato (2014) DA & 2 IEEEALOBIR 225 L, W ZRIEEREAL L L 22036, TA &7z
7% @) THEIN 2 EMERf 2 JEC B Lo 1 L ALED T, THIIC X 2EEE L, ERAT, 2L T,
"AL DD DR Y 7L LTEZLNDZDEIDICLST, TARLWE O OfEE T5IH, & Thfr
FEEDOMR) D DT TER S, miRIC, fRFEAmNEBIED S, TR vy Offincix, £Biz
GRALICT 2 L) IEOEIRE L, BRE ST E 1T 2 BERIE D [A[EE L W S [k & v ) B OB S 2 C
L2 WIS 5,
2 K © Kato, Shigehiro. 2014. "Insubordination types in Japanese - What facilitates them? -". Asian and
African Languages and Linguistics. 8. 9-30.

4. T/ (¥ OERRIMERE —BRIEEXESRDBERIN S —
MmN EF (BGERERZER)

AWFZEIE, AREGEa— A (IO ARSEE ZHWT T/ (%) 0y OIEHGRIEERE % 5%
L7z, B IEARa — "2 clligEsn - BBbERX 2 ML, 2o %2 TERER) TEHRZE) oL
T2o Z D%, XEEHOHA LITFEEEEZT, Ty OFHEREENOBREZON L7, "Dl 1Z4EH
b 67 TERIER ) GEMER, 7272y b ER), TAZH, 3312 30 REA P el s, TERZ
7 (THESR) 1 3BER ES, 727> b BER, TIEMER, &7 72y b BER, ) & LTS s M
WZhote, HOLMEDFTELEETIZ T/ () tay & To GHHD 2 ) RO TAE FERO /%)
2 T (Sah% kb S8 2 85K) 0 S e galc, MEEEEEE T/ ¥ o BBLEE Ty o
FC XD, HFPICHEEEMOHEVWE, FREBEFL VI ZEEHRMLL T3 EEIR I,
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ZE R (1) #RARET.2008. THEGEDOKBIGOEH & BEREO I OWT—NEIC K 2B — . TF
FiEaks VL 5-28. M85 SRS, (2) HIRRIE. 2007. T/ ¥ DR - FiE — BhErE R o Bl
65— (HAFEMA#HTE 19)1 . < A LBHAIR (3) HARELR SGEMTLS (). 2003, THHATE G 4
8 £ VT 40 . < ALBHAR

D £15 [4 B E404) D@ English Presentations @@ BAZBHERX
1. Reconsidering the Validity of Examining Constituent Order in terms of Information Status
of Constituents
YAMADA, Yoko (Niigata University)

Constituent order has been examined in terms of several factors. One trend of research has examined

constituent order in terms of information status of constituents. The ordering of main and as-clauses
expressing reasons (henceforth, as-clauses) has been examined in a similar vein: the tendency of as-
clauses preceding the main clause is related to their information status (i.e. given information) (e.g.
Diessel 2005). However, previous studies are problematic in three respects. Firstly, it is not clear which
definition of given information is used in examining the information status of as-clauses. Secondly,
information status of as-clauses varies, depending on the definitions used. Thirdly, it is questionable
whether as-clauses tend to precede the main clause. This study applies Prince’s (1992) notion of given
information to as-clauses, and reconsiders the validity of examining the ordering of main and subordinate
clauses in terms of information status of clauses.
References: (1) Diessel, H. 2005. “Competing Motivations for the Ordering of Main and Adverbial
Clauses.” Linguistics 43. No.3. 449-470. (2) Prince, E. F. 1992. “The ZPG Letter: Subjects, Definiteness, and
Information-status.” In: W. C. Mann and S. A. Thompson (eds.). Discourse Description. 295-325.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

2. On the Negative Use of the Japanese Intensifier totemo ‘very’
SAWADA, Osamu (Mie University)

The Japanese intensifier totermo ‘very’ can intensify the degree of a gradable predicate. However,
totemo can also intensify a “negative” modal statement. What is puzzling about the negative totemo is that,
unlike regular emphatic negative polarity items (NPIs), such as an inch and the least bit, (i) the negative
totemo cannot be within the scope of negation, and (ii) it denotes a high rather than low scalar value. I
argue that the negative fotemo is not a logical NPI, which is licensed by negation. Rather, it is an expressive
that intensifies the unlikelihood or impossibility of a given proposition and refuses to update the common
ground with the at-issue proposition. It will be shown that the pragmatic function of refusal forces the
at-issue proposition to occur in a negative environment. This paper shows that there are polarity-sensitive
expressions whose distributions are restricted by their pragmatic functions.

References: (1) Stalnaker, R. 1978. “Assertion.” In: Cole, P (ed.). Syntax and Semantics 9: Pragmatics. 315-
332. New York. (2) Portner, P. 2009. Modaliy. Oxford. (3) Potts, C.2005. The Logic of Conventional Implicatures.
Oxford.

3. AEFHIHNSBVWAYDLFRE—BAREBRIEICH (I IBIERIER—

BE HH (RREXFKF)
AFEERTIE, HEAFETHEEVHGORBZ2ESL L&, ST 2 AYD T4 2HFHER
PLECE X T 2174 (LUT TAHMEE ) LS IEHT %, 2 LT, HEF2HS R0 AYIE THE,
DIHRTERFEITEA I N, BB THEREINS L W) EEOBRRSH 32— T, M ETHEET
EhWLAYID T4 PEFIETRMEE W) YA SV I THBINE D0 L) EZ LT 2, 401
W@ WIS 2 G OO R 2 E> Tt 3720, NRANYWRH B HT T —D—RKATH 3 L \»
AT ELETTRL, T4 OFEEOMALE L TOBRZIRET 2 &) M T, BARO TiE, 2358
v Bl s T 2 HEE S TS, ZOREEZFET 2012 X D ZIRNZAEE D ORSRISEWILET
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LHHEEE D TbN D LEZ oD, ARG, ARGFERPH L 2 KIS EoR# 21703 &v)
Schegloff (1996)D ik ZBIFEET 5 b DTH %,

22 3CHR ¢ (1) Fox, B. A. 1987. Discourse Structure and Anaphora: Written and Conversational English.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (2) Schegloff, E. A. 1996. “Some Practices for Referring to
Persons in Talk-in-Interaction: A Partial Sketch of a Systematics.” In: B. A. Fox (ed.) Studies in Anaphora.
437-485. Amsterdam/ Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

4. AR E (I - HEATEIL b v DERFT D>
¥l 82 @PHABEBRFERFL)
Ad, TNETEB I LRI T WA 2k &) Mk, SRR BLE 0 5 U
BICRA BT LEZ2HNET S,

ARIE, BLFMMERA KD ET 5T L5 (target) &, WD D35 (source) & DHEIEM 72 %R
BRERTIETHETIL Y v 7 TH L, {ERDIMKITETIE, DDA Z2 b o>ErNL T£ /)
ELTOT 7 AMCBELBRESNTE 2, £, ZNHDIMKRT 7 A MIAEP FE Y 712k > TH
oW o2 DHT, HeOBEIZFITITIRS TR,

A, FRASNERICE T O SN D 2 2L, 2 2 THRINICBIZE S 2 THE T @i
Ziihe UGHRZ DL 28T, SOTBICKD, JfThiROfRA 2 Mz Bk L, Sz A
BT 2 2 ESTE S, AT, 51, MIRICOWTHWEELED LD, LYy
7 RO TG REMEZ IRIG L T2 2 E bR L7,

SR - (1) eBMER.1992[1981]. TL bV v 7 38iky GERA AT . BEG #ktt. (2) Laboy,
William. 1972. “The transformation of experience in narrative syntax.” In: Language in the Inner City:
Studies in the Black English Vernacular. 359-396. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

E £15 [4B& E405] English Presentations
1. The Pragmatics of Intelligible Pronunciation in English as a Lingua Franca in Japan
O'NEAL, George (Niigata University)
This study investigates how phonology is used for pragmatics, i.e. how people use language to be
understood. English as a Lingua Franca is the most common type of English in the world, which is
defined as any English usage as the communicative medium of choice among people from different first
language backgrounds, (Seidlhofer 2011). Research has identified aspects of pronunciation that
contribute more to intelligible pronunciation (Jenkins 2000; Osimk 2009; Matsumoto 2011; Deterding
2013; O’'Neal in press). However, there is little research on the pragmatics of intelligible pronunciation
(however, see Matsumoto 2011). That is, what do speakers of English as a Lingua Franca do once they
have identified a pronunciation as unintelligible? This presentation argues that the modification of
pronunciation is one pragmatic strategy with which such speakers restore mutual understanding after a
miscommunication.
References: (1) Deterding, David. 2013. Misunderstandings in English as a Lingua Franca. Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter. (2) Jenkins, Jennifer. 2000. The Phonology of English as an International Language. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. (3) Matsumoto, Yumi. 2011. “Successful ELF communications and implications for ELT:
Sequential analysis of ELF pronunciation negotiation strategies.” The Modern Language Journal 95. 97-114.
(4) O’Neal, George. (in press). “Consonant Clusters & Intelligibility in English as a Lingua Franca in Japan:
Phonological Modifications to Restore Intelligibility in ELE.” Journal of Pragmatics and Society. (5) Osimk,
Ruth. 2009. “Decoding sounds: An experimental approach to intelligibility in ELE.” View[z] 18. No.1. 64-
91. (6) Seidlhofer, Barbara. 2011. Understanding English as a Lingua Franca. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
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2. Analyzing the Pragmatic Force of Sentence Final Particles as a Function of Actual Use
KROO, Judit (Stanford University)

Previous studies have categorized Japanese sentence final particles (SFPs) from more to less

dominant, with ‘dominant’ SFPs acquiring ‘masculine’ social meanings by indirectly indexing
characteristics associated with masculinity. This study reexamines use of SFPs in scripted and naturally
occurring data, and demonstrates that such gendered characterizations may no longer be relevant with
respect to variation in SFP use although they continue to be salient for stereotypical male/female
representations. This study proposes alternative characterizations of the social meaning and pragmatic
force of SFPs based on e.g. assertiveness or formality. Using both quantitative and qualitative analyses,
this study considers which factors may be perceptually salient with respect to SFP variation and proposes
a pragmatic account of SFPs based on such variation. Considering variation patterns across a variety of
genres, the present paper demonstrates how sociolinguistically derived data can act as a guide for
modeling pragmatic analyses.
References: (1) Matsumoto, Yoshiko. 1996. “Does less feminine speech in Japanese mean less femininity.”
(2) Maynard, Senko. 1993. Discourse modality: subjectivity, emotion and voice in the Japanese language. (3)
Miyazaki, Ayumi. 2004. “Japanese junior high school girls’ and boys’ first-person pronoun use and their
social world.” (4) Mizumoto, M. 2001. “Terebi dorama ni okeru josei kotoba to jendaa.”

3. Demonstratives and Deictic Shift in Narrative
SUGIYAMA, Sayaka (no affiliation)

This presentation analyzes functions of demonstrative descriptions in an English fictional narrative,
“The Wonderful Wizard of Oz”. There are two purposes of this study. The first purpose is to show the
distribution of demonstratives and to give an explanation based on the framework of Deictic Shift Theory
(DST) (Duchan, Bruder, and Hewitt 1995), which insists that when we are absorbed in a story, the Deictic
Center (person, place, and time) (cf. Biihler. 1982) is shifted. This study insists that demonstratives in
narrative parts structure a story providing readers with a cognitive stance on mental representations.
There are two findings: (1) demonstratives are often used in the beginning part of deictic shifts; (2) other
demonstratives refer to entities which are salient in a given scenario. The second purpose is to give a
pragmatic account of these findings referring to previous analyses of demonstratives (Givon 1983,
Gundel et al. 1993, Wolter 2006)

References: (1) Biihler. 1982. “The Deictic Field of Deictic Words.” (2) Gundel, et al. 1993. “Cognitive status
and the form of referring expressions in discourse.” (3) Duchan, Bruder, and Hewitt. (eds.) 1995. Deixis
in narrative. (4) Wolter. 2006. That’s that: the semantics and pragmatics of demonstrative noun phrases.

4. Gaikokujin ja arimasen (I’'m not a foreigner): An Analysis of the Interactive Construction and
Contestation of (not) Being a Foreigner
BUSHNELL, Cade (University of Tsukuba)

Participants of talk-in-interaction may make categories and collections of categories relevant to their
talk. From an ethnomethodological perspective, such categories are understood as being assembled by
the participants on a moment to moment basis as they co-construct their interaction. In the present
research, I examine a service encounter between a Caucasian Japanese national and the racially Japanese
staff of a public bath house in Japan. I use conversation analysis and membership categorization
analysis to examine the specific ways in which the participants co-construct the categories of Japanese and
foreigner, how they constitute the category Japanese as being bound to differential sets of attributes, rights,
legal statuses, and so forth, and how they treat these mutually different categorical constitutions as being
problematic for assembling the real-world activity of using the bath house facilities. I also consider how
the participants make the interaction visible as being a dispute.

References: (1) Sacks, H. 1992. Lectures on Conversation. Blackwell: Cambridge. (2) Hester, S. & P. Eglin.
1997. “Membership Categorization Analysis: An Introduction.” In: S. Hester & P. Eglin (Eds.). Culture in
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Action. International Institute for Ethnomethodology and Conversation Analysis and University Press of
America: Washington D.C.. 1-23.

HifEE (16:15~17:45) [3BE ND /k—)JL]
Explaining Pragmatic Impairment: Finding the Best Fit between
Pragmatic Theory and Clinical Data

Michael PERKINS (University of Sheffield)

In this talk I will consider two contrasting approaches to the study of pragmatic impairment. The
first, which one might call Reduce and Refine, sees atypical pragmatic behaviour as the external
manifestation of some underlying deficit, typically described in neurological and/or cognitive terms,
which it aims to characterise using constructs from pragmatic theory. It is theory-driven, top-down,
stipulative and ecologically neutral. The second approach — let us call it Look and Learn — places primary
emphasis on detailed observation and analysis of the atypical behaviour itself, and in its own terms, and
sees the ab initio application of constructs from pragmatic theory as premature and potentially distorting.
It is data-driven, bottom-up, heuristic and ecologically sensitive. I will examine both approaches using
clinical data, and argue that they should ultimately be seen as complementary rather than as rivals. I also
aim to show more generally how mainstream pragmatics can benefit from the study of pragmatic
impairment.

11RA308 (BEB)

HFEFER (9:30~11:25)
A=%5 (408 E401) BAERRE
1. BRBARBCHEFDIXI T 7—KRBELTO TRy OER—LE TEER, FR<DHN?—
WH X (BEEXRFEKRZE)

AFFTIE, Lakoff and Johnson (1980) D& X ¥ 7 7 — D@6, A5 7 7 =R L LT T,
DEME LoRKEREZ Ty - Thy REL., FEEROMBIZ BT 5, T, 1, i/ - b/
T iR BEBEET 2, 225, THy OX 87 7 —EKBLE L TOBKO T2 ERT 5, T
G 13, ANBZEARAROFBEFRERZ D Z IV EEFND, ZDXAY 7 7—KBIZ, LS5 TFA
O jEL, HICRAZWEETHS Thy ik hiRkansg, HL, TE 3, JEDEWEZA05
v & 2 AR X9 g, TheERy b RIS Eo A2 6 28I T o AR <, 8-> T,
FERHNTTI DO N S 13, #h2IC BZo ARIC, SORKTD THy 2085 2 LIETER,
INHDOWHED THy DAY 7 7 —NEKROFBICHFEZ 52T 5,
SE R 0 (1) MEILEM. 2011, THARGEO X5 77— . A LEHK 2) WILEN. 2006, THAGE
Az &9 BTwshg . BgEtt. (3) Lakoff, George and Johnson, Mark. 1980. Metaphors We Live By.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

2. XYV p—EHFEDEH — ") REELTOXY I 7—FKB—
AR 15 (CSERKP) - B8 3068 (BfKXF)
KREIE, RBIIA S 7 7 —HER DI 6 WGED By ZBIGED A & 7 7 — KB X 5 TR A
REZML b5, TLVEDA I a—FHICBIT2xEE2 7 —% & L, Yy ZHBHICENL X8 7
7 —RERIRD T72 & 2 2WR§ 20k 2 I, 2 Ucxh g 20565 mME D ) 9%
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PFERGHRGL 2 (e 9T & oo TOHEHERET, OMFEERTO A ¥ 7 7 —RBD D L) FIZOWT, &
MO FEZD ANTHN L7e, ZORRL FEy Z7BIREIO X ¥ 7 7 —RBUC X D WEEREFHIC
BT AL 77— B RORID THEflA ) DSEGE S 1L, ZUSED S SIME LB, fh
RGN OCTHEDH 2 RIITHEE L, B2 ILH L T2 2 Ld¥bh o T, ABtFEIE, XEE
ICEBITE XY 7 7 —DEINLEEDO—ZHO T 2HDTH 5,

23R ¢ Lakoff, G. and M. Johnson. 1980. Metaphors we live by. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
(2) Sacks, H., Schegloff, E. A. & Jefferson, G. 1974. “A Simplest System for Organization of Turn-Taking in

Conversation.” Language 50. 696-735. (3) Semino, E. 2008. Metaphor in Discourse. Cambridge University
Press.

B &% [4F E402) BAERE
REBOLIAMER T C R SN D LHIRBIZKRDFIRIL
Bh &E (?%K?ﬁ?ﬁ—ﬁ)

AFEETIE, HFEOHTIRETEAT (N+-y 85 ex. foxy, sugary, silky, etc.) 1Z3EH L. dhialfisiiic
> CTHIRIEKRDSHI LI N5 2 Lzl 5, %ﬂ%ﬁ@%éxﬁmmﬁ%iﬁ$%k3/77XF
WIFET 205, WARGLT 2 2 & THERIVER & OBBBRELSEN S, iRE LUERSI NS LI I1ck?
CEERT, COLE, LOAFANET ZHEKS 7 AL T, HIRILROFM & 72 2 FPEIC—ED
tHARE N L2, <EY>, <BE P>, <PE>EVI) I O2DERY 7 AZHIBIEET 5,
5T, HRIVEIRDSGENIC 2 — FMES N5 L) ok RICN L, BEF L) 7 7 A3FD TEE
M- B &V R o BIAEZRA S, CNF TORMBIEFLD XY 7 7 —giTlE, 4 D&RE
0 HLINEBROMWE EREDEM S ), RRERIIBMHENL X5 7 7 —RBOSGEREANC E N2
BThHBDEF A5,
23R (1) Deignan, Alice. 2005. Metaphor and Corpus Linguistics. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. (2)

Holyoak, Keith J. and Paul Thagard. 1995. Mental Leaps: Analogy in Creative Thought. MIT Press. (3) Lakoff,
George and Mark Johnson. 1980. Metaphors We Live By. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

2. XNEBBOANZILADRRBICO(FT —ENOEERERFEDK S [CEESNDH—
20 —F (RFEKRFEKRER)

r%ﬁk%(%mjﬁr4%ﬂ—(vU%eﬂJ@iﬁ&%ﬂ%mmt%ﬁu\ﬂﬁﬁﬁtéwﬁ
PRS2 Z EHRETH D, Lo L, FEIKOIMIBESE & NIIEEEOBIRIZ, IERAFR & IR,
EHTEMIR L ED K ) IkA TH D . EEICIIBREFE T 5, & o T, BEEEEE 3 5 0 DFE
R Z O CliE OB ZBIRL T3 L&D, Z I TAKETI \mﬁ§%$@i%#%%
Lafro, MEOBRIINMESE & MIBERIGEATFOMSHEICE W TEDX VIV - AR—2AH D
VI ERAIGEIR IS AL BRI S B & ) BSIC X o TEUD - SWHSHIRETH 2 2 & R, BARIICIE,
FOMRB OB X, () MUEEBED K HIchT ) —{bE 2D, (1) IMINEEZRHLO 5 R —
AL B DOIFIMUBEEINEA T 2 A=A LT, AHEEEIEZICA T 3) — I d it k>
A I NG L) TEZITI,
SER ¢ (1) ANRIA. 2011, TR EIRGRS - B0 NTT Hiik. ) ILARREL. 2014. TTREFGRAVES
My 12Ty . U5 8 M HAGEHH S EEER 4% CONFERENCE HANDBOOK . 116-119. (3) A
i - PERGHE 1997, THEHR LV — L 2 AaG b CHAZEIMER 2 LT 2 Tk, . TARSIEWL
PR IFZE R0 NL-122-17. 113-118.

3. ME®»csL, DESEZF
RAR HE (BEAEKXE)
AFFIZ, BRINZEFHICL > T, BRWICZOBFEONRZFEIUCIKE T 2 Z L2056 > TR
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INBZNEDTAHL DT 4 ZAA—=RIZDWT, 77 VY ADFEMGTH 5 kiR Y 7 + = — P
B LD ZIIHAZEDTHL, NFOITHL DT 4 Aa =T, ZOREL L i3
7 A v = =SS F, JUINIZIZ, 2 D7 A v = —INER%E 9 2038 SRR ST
Wo, L Lads, COFFHENGERIE, 203 CREntniddnbdh, 2okoic, NEod
TAHL) PEEEOBRER D ICHEI AW —2AbH 5, EilBlimTIRE SN, FHIFEI G Ihk
Th—vy & THEEERRE OBERE b BT, 29 LABRISOLTHAMAEDE H7 A, 1EH TS
Ll D74 A2 —ZDREEEILL 72\,
23k ¢ (1) Carel, Marion. 2011. L’Entrelacement argumentatif. Lexique, discours et blocs sémantiques. Paris :
Editions Honoré Champion. (2) Okubo, Tomonori. (in press). “Irony by two theoretical frameworks:
Relevance theory and Argumentative polyphony theory.” In: Arigne, V. (ed.), Metalinguistic Discourses.
Cambridge: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

C &% [4B8 E403]) BAEEHRE*
1. ZHABME U TORBEZBFZEQHERCE TDBRELERE | XEREEREARZED
53
A E&S5F (RBEEKRF)
AR, HDEZ BT 2 LR 8 CHE I LT 0L 5 B I KGER] mﬁﬁmﬁib%% AFEFTIE
C DIFEREEREE T84 (2 2 Tld Oxford Reading Tree &) — A (BLF ORT)) & XRHEIREBE
;%6%m%%fb\ﬁ%ﬂ%@%ﬁ%i&ﬁﬁ@%ﬂﬁ%@@m%ﬂV%ﬁxF@%k?&%ﬁﬁ
ﬁ%%ff%ﬁﬁﬁ?%oﬁm\%%ﬁkﬁﬁ&wﬁ%%xb@ﬁ%%%%diégﬁm%izowf
Halliday and Hasan (1976) D80 5K S 5, AR IEIC DR, Hilf4aE - A 45056586 -
A%ﬁ%ﬁkk%’%f@ﬁ%%%ﬁ?%N?~V%ﬁ7%xFT%&?%Oit\ﬁ$@®ﬁﬁ#
b INGDHHEIZOWTHMNT L., this, that, it DEAIEIZ DWW TSR RN RY OE 2 ]G T
I OREHR, BUEHFHE & ORT TRERHE (G AY) LHETF (EHE) ofloary 772 ol
BORDPOEREREVCDRRSND T EZHLNIZT S
S35 SOk - Halliday, M.A K., and Hasan, R. 1976. Cohesion in English. London: Longman.

<

2. ANBRCED K SFZRREBABEONH ¢ 'REBERIRB 1) OBHZEPDIC
X HH (ALIRZFERHRARE)
%I%ﬂjﬁ) HEEL LCTala=lr—aviBIOBEIHbNS LI IZk>TAL WY, HEEHEE
DT TR E L CEEE OB OARBERIN TV S, ZOMEO—ImE S X
. AR HAROEFEARE T I N T2 T35 i%iﬁ L OEFHE 8 itz MR E L7tz ire,
rﬁﬂﬁ%i))’)%ffﬂ%&: YT 7 A PDIRINT B h, TEEIREEGHD 2R 2 FEEKEI A N —ShTw
200, "TRIA P A AOMRICK S UGl 2 S ANE TN T 500, THEEHMAZ T Th < 366
LLVTDA LT TP =DPEHEIN T L0, "X Y BRI ZAESHPHEL S L T0 50 FEo@iks
5 ZONEZFH L7z, SHTORER, BREHOBTIES2EEHEbDD, TRTOEREE 4717z
L72bDid%m <, L DHTHEDORMPEIN TS Z EBHS IR >z, AR TIE, kil
FAEOME & L biIC, BRNAUER2 GO 2REZ21T),
22 3Hk © Shimizu, T, Fukasawa, E., & Yonekura, S. 2007. “Introductions and practices of speech acts in

Oral Communication 1 textbooks: From the viewpoint of interlanguage pragmatics.” Sophia Linguistica
55. 143-163.

3. BUBNA TAOFX —(FEDELSICRRESNDDON? —FIARF—EBERFEOEHK—
AR K (BEERKFEKRER)
FaLbAXF—DFHTIE, THIEEZ ), TBEOA RV MEE ), Taxv by, RS twi 45830
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7o 774 THEEDBIETE S, ARRTIE, FabAF—OFHIEHL, BEDA X FMEED,
REF—MHRELVIXRTED LI ICEBAZINL D, ZORBRICZNDL EHRIFHL, IEHFLLT
OWEIEORT B, L) HEEET 5. £ SCHINEFEITOBLES 5. F 2 A2 F —OFHIL,
FROBL IS LADS, RIEEFFL T2 HAIERPHATF~ORH £ v AR ¥ —2 KL
TW3Z Ldvbr s, BIHETIRICH L ClofME 54, BELER B2 570 b 07 &
) FFEMEZEE ) RO L AR LBFE L AL LCHIRE LTED, 722 AXF—DFHIEA 740 ¥
—MBEREZ R L T 2 RZHS 2T 5,

2k ¢ (1) Bhatia, Aditi. 2006. “Critical discourse analysis of political press conferences.” Discourse &

Society 17. 173-203. (2) Eco, Umberto. 1984. Semiotics and the Philosophy of Language. Indiana University
Press. (3) Fairclough, Isabela & Fairclough, Norman. 2012. Political Discourse Analysis. Routledge.

D £15 [4 [ E404] English Presentations
1. The Difference between “Otaku” and “Geek” in English: A Frame Semantics Analysis
FIGUEIRO TEIXEIRA, Lilian (Keio University)

This research shows that “otaku” and “geek” in English are different concepts related to the cultures
in which they originated. In order to demonstrate this, I present the result of a semantic analysis of the
uses of the words “otaku” and “geek” in English texts, through the application of the frame semantics
(Fillmore 1982). The occurrences analyzed were extracted from newspaper articles (Japan Today and The
Japan Times), and from the enTenTen12 corpus, available through the Sketch Engine website (Kilgarriff,
Adam, et al. 2014). As a result, both words can evoke the INTEREST frame (train otaku, word game geeks),
but “otaku” has also another meaning related to the wunusual way they interact, the
SOCIAL_INTERACTION frame (otaku get married to electronic lover), which could not be found in the
occurrences of “geek”. Instead, only “geek” can evoke the EXPERTISE frame.

References: (1) Fillmore, C. 1982. “Frame Semantics.” In: Linguistics in the Morning Calm. Linguistic
Society of Korea. 111-137. Seoul: Hanshin Publishing Company. (2) Kilgarriff, Adam, et al. 2014. “The
Sketch Engine: ten years on.” Lexicography. 1-30. Available at: <http://www.sketchengine.co.uk>.

2. Gender and Politeness on Conversational Styles in Intercultural Communication
ITAKURA, Hiroko (Hong Kong Baptist University)

This paper focuses on the little-known research area of gender and politeness in intercultural
communication by addressing the question of whether Asian and Western men modify (or maintain)
“masculine” conversational styles during L2 English intercultural conversations.

The paper reports a case study of naturalistic L2 English conversations between a Hong Kong
Chinese male speaker and a Swedish male speaker and discusses the possibility that masculine
conversational styles may become “feminised” than is generally believed. In addition, Asian men’s style
may undergo feminization to a greater extent than Western men due to the transfer of “Asian” norms of
politeness including emphasis on modesty and avoidance of self-praise.

The paper discusses contextual specifics that may account for modifications in masculine speech
styles as well as analytical methods for investigating gender and conversation. Implications are also
discussed for future research in the interface between gender and politeness in intercultural
communication.

References: (1) Leech, Geoffrey. 2007. “Politeness: Is there an East-West divide?” Journal of Politeness
Research: Language, Behavior, Culture. 3. 167-206. (2) Eckert, Penelope, & Sally McConnell-Ginet. 2013.
Language and gender (2nd ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

3. Exploring the lllocutionary Force of Words Versus Images in Multi-Modal Texts

McDONALD, Peter (J. F. Oberlin University)
This study combines speech act theory (Searle, 1969; Dresner & Herring, 2010) with semiotic research,

24



(Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004; Kress & Van Leeuwen, 2006), to analyze the communicative role of images
and the communicative role of words in conveying meaning in multi-modal texts. It presents research
findings that suggest in the majority of texts, both traditional alphabet-rich texts such as novels and
modern image-rich texts such as web pages, it is the words rather than the images that carry the
illocutionary force of the text. This study suggests that these findings challenge some of our assumptions
about how images and words convey meaning in texts and discusses the implications of these findings
for teaching and researching multi-modal texts in educational contexts that utilize pragmatics.
References: (1) Dresner, E. & Herring, C. 2010. “Functions of the Nonverbal in CMC: Emoticons and
[locutionary Force.” Communication Theory. 20. 249-268. (2) Halliday, M.A K. & Matthiessen, CM.L.M.
2004. An Introduction to Functional Grammar. London: Hodder and Arnold. (3) Kress, G. & Van Leeuwen,
T. 2006. Reading Images. London: Routledge. (4) Searle, J.R. 1969. Speech acts: An essay in the philosophy of
language. Cambridge: CUP.

E £15 [4 & E405] English Presentations
1. Designed Silences: A Study of Silences in Talk in Interaction
BHATTA, Baikuntha (Kanagawa University)

Silence in conversation is basically understood as time in interaction when no participants take a
turn. Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) discuss the organization of turn-taking in conversation in
which silence occurs when no participants are selected. Pomerantz (1984) discussed silence as the other
participants” unwillingness, uncertainty, or disagreement with the ongoing interaction. In a different
study, Jefferson (1988) examined the occurrences of silences and found that silences longer than one
second are understood as trouble-initiative and so are generally filled in with non-verbal activities.
However, this phenomenon also occurs in institutional contexts is still a matter that calls for further
examination.

This presentation focuses on the occurrences of silences in different institutional contexts — news

interview, and classroom interaction — and attempts to highlight similarities (or differences) between
those contexts and mundane interaction. How and why the participants design silences is the most focal
aspect of this presentation.
References: (1) Jefferson, G. 1988. “Notes on a possible metric which provides for a ‘standard maximum’
silence of approximately one second in conversation.” In: D. Roger and P. Bull (Eds.). Conversation: An
interdisciplinary perspective. 166-196. Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters. (2) Pomerantz, A. 1984.
“Agreeing and disagreeing with assessments: Some features of preferred/dispreferred turn shapes.” In: J.
M. Atkinson & J. Heritage (Eds.), Structures of social action. 57-101. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press. (3) Sacks, H., Schegloff, E. A., & Jefferson, G. 1974. “A simplest systematics for the organization of
turn-taking in conversation.” Language 50. 696-735.

2. When Not Talking is ‘Talking’: The Functions of Silence
HUI, Jon S. Y. (The University of Hong Kong)

Analyzing material drawn from a corpus of over one hundred telephone conversations mainly
between native English speakers recorded in a customer service centre, this paper identifies the various
functions of silence in these workplace interactions. Focusing on the detail of the interactional exchanges
between the customer service representatives and their customers, I use a number of authentic examples
to illustrate the functions of silence, among other communication strategies employed by the participants.
Two very different outcomes are identified. Silence can be interpreted as a power-asserting device when
uncooperative turn-taking is evident. In other contexts, silence can indicate cooperation when listening
to customers’ complaints. It seems that this linguistic phenomenon cannot be defined in absolute terms.
The presence of silence is a result of ongoing negotiation between speakers and its functions and
implications are often significant.

Reference: Jaworski, A. 1993. The power of silence: Social and pragmatic perspectives. Newbury Park,
California: Sage.
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MRS —FF&k (A) 11:25~12:25 (B) 12:25~13:25 [3EAERE]

A1.  Semantic-pragmatic Analysis of Japanese Case Markers ‘Wo’ and ‘De’
CHEE SIONG, Lee (Graduate School of Foreign Languages, Sapporo University)

The case markers “‘wo” and ‘de” have seeming commonality in designating a space, but the cognitive

mechanisms, on which the respective case markers are based, are quite different. I argue that the basic
meaning of ‘wo’ is to specify the target entity of the action a verb designates, and the construal of the
entity as a thing or a space reflects the human ability of distal/proximal construal. I claim that the basic
usage of ‘de’ is to specify the location that a thing or an event occupies, and other uses are extended
depending on the principle of “domain centrality” in Cognitive Grammar. I argue that entity marked by
‘de’ functions as a supporting element to fulfill the main event, and the acceptability depends on whether
it evokes a specific implication or a pragmatic inference from a given discourse.
References: (1) Langacker, Ronald W. 1991. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar, vol.2: Descriptive Application.
Stanford: Stanford University Press. (2) Langacker, Ronald W. 2008. Cognitive Grammar: A Basic
Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press. (3) Lakoff, George. 1987. Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things.
The University of Chicago Press. (4) Oka, Tomoyuki. 2013. Basho no Gengogaku. Hituji Syobo. (5) Shin,
Moriyama. 2008. Ninchi gengogaku kara mita nihongo kakujoshi no imi kozo to shutoku. Hituji Syobo.

A2. Men and Women Interact Differently: Analyses of Compliments among Gender in
Japanese Conversation
FUJIMURA-WILSON, Kayo (Yamaguchi University)

This study examines the use of compliments among gender in Japanese conversation. Compliments
are used when speakers praise people and make people feel good in conversation. Compliments and
their responses were collected from twenty-one informal conversations including men and women.

There were similarities and differences in using compliments among gender, and the different

speech style between men and women has been observed. Firstly, although both genders used
compliments at a similar frequency to each other, women tend to give compliments indirectly to a third
person whereas men tend to give compliments directly to an addressee. Secondly, men and women differ
in conversational interests and praise different objects. Thirdly, in compliment responses, both genders
often use deflection when they receive compliments, however, no men rejected their compliment. Women
tend to cooperatively agree with compliments given to a third person.
References: (1) Herbert, R. K. 1990. “Sex-Based Differences in Compliment Behavior.” Language in Society
19. 201-224. (2) Holmes, J. 1988. “Paying Compliments: A Sex-Preferential Politeness Strategy.” Journal of
Pragmatics 12. 445-465. (3) Rees-Miller, J. 2011. “Compliments Revisited: Contemporary Compliments and
Gender.” Journal of Pragmatics 43. 2673-2688.

A3. BCBERZBUBRRIEEFRTOEE

BIR X (RRE=AZKER) - 1€ B2 (+XFEEZXFKE)
SCERRREE ORFEFHEIC X dUE, 6.5% D W HEAFICHERED RN H B £ LT 308, FHENIC
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ST 5, 22T, WENGLPDL D ICERZEVIIEEZIToTW» 503, PHUEIETE % L9
BEERET T, FBEORD ICHF DR TR L DORE - Wz Lo, ZEOHEOZIEA ZERD
HLG (A Xve—2) 2RI, HEHEREICORDS L) hED ), BEFRRDORADHRE,
FL AP PRTOFEELTTOIHEZIT> TS, AT, TNSOTITLD, £$THE L DR
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SEICR - (1) SCGERPAYSE D ELE RRH SRR ER. 2012, DEE OFFRICIERE T 2 FEREE O 1]
D H 2R B ENE 2 & 2 REALICHT 2RERSRICOVLT, Q) HEEE. 2009.
Y- &b oGN3 72 A X v by TERRAARZC R SCHTRRE 2 42, 87-101.

A4, BHDO TXIRBIER, (CHLTHESNDT FDHEE
B FF (BROKZFREKRZE)

AFEFTIR, EffiztEbawT FEITE VIR A 2FEEICTE, b o [T RPN S TR &
NEENDOXZHET L L) RKDE~v—h—& LTOHRELH % Z &% Sperber and Wilson (1995) O
BIMMERERIC D S EE T 5, NEMHTICN U TR L0 E 2210 2479 &) 7 FHEIXOBEREIZ
IEIC B TR S LT 223, Z OFERAIE X a7 3CURD & #EGwIC & > TEP NSO TP A
T QIINLTUTObNEbDTH S Z &, BiBIEOMHEIZ = >D ¥ 4 712531 541, Sweetser (1990)
TR SN FBAEED GFHTE S 2 L2 o0t T 5,
ZEHR 1 (1) RiEd o~ 2009,  TEaRiBhE 7 F oL OBIREE ) . TAERYEHAREZEI
19. 1-9. IR REREGEH LR H AT Z#E. (2) AJIIFZ. 2008. TTEWE L DO#EHE
AEy . HRHFHW - EIERZ - SR (). To U — ASCEFEEE 2 THAfZ, & LT EFER . 1-25. O
L&

A5. GetZBIXEBIRRBIEZET Get ERXDEFR—HEEFORRICEELT—
AHEB B2 (BAKF)

FHEOBHINE, get ZH L (get+ MWF5r3) & FHRRAT LMD get L (get+ TN THBES
F)DBIRIC DWW, AT 2B L CRIERZHO IS L, 2 — R ADTF =8 A4 v 74— Ll
HICHEOE, ZOBREHE TSI L ThH b, Arce-Arenales et al. (1994) 1, get ZEIC S FHF A
ZHED) get IR DR TSI L) % LHafiE L T 5, LA L. Carter and McCarthy (2006: 797) 3.
“She gotlocked out.” Z LY & 1F, FFEICETIE 2\ EFHL T 5, SN2 IR & T5EO ET0% 5
ICBIRL THE D, B L v Tld, I3 U. 2 oK, FEOBELOMR» 5 250
TH2EEZOND, KFERTIE, ZOPHRICOWTI—RNAF—F 4 v 71— FEREL T,
HE FOMPICTEH LT, MFDEZH S 2T 5,
Z2Z 3R ¢ (1) Arce-Arenales, M., M. Axelrod, and B. A. Fox. 1994. “Active voice and middle diathesis: A
cross-linguistic perspective.” In: B. A. Fox and P.J. Hopper (eds.) Voice: Form and function. 1-22.

Amsterdam: John Benjamins. (2) Carter, R. and M. McCarthy. 2006. Cambridge Grammar of English.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
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B0 £FE (BFEKRE) - BE Z— (WFPAZ) - BB BE BAEXP)
AECld, BEoOHEAMMLE VI BRICERZ Y TS, HEATMELE V) DIF, TRy FF 2, %
MEEHI, DX )iz, BESELNT V2 ) BT, ZOM - b —EARERZ T RBUCR 2B{RD 2
ETH D,
A TlE, Dreyfuss(1990)% &I L 536 RAEICH O 60 2 FEERBIOYE T 2888 & v 9 T 7>
RO EATL E VI BIRZH U 72 LT, AR F — 207> 7, HiEAMLICBI T % ERP
(Event Related Potentials FHREGHEN) D FFBMOKRZMET 5, M e LTI, —amL
DO 4RI, RIBER & LT, TRE=aA 0 <<EaEamb L 72 pti 2 hasais & LCGlikd %
bO<EFEHVML L B2 R S L CIlEk T2 b D) L) RICA D, ERP & LT, Ha4it
L7mff e ndsa i & L Calik 3 2 5612 N300 3B S e,
S SCHk: Dreyfuss, R. C. 1990. “Expressive Genericity: Trademarks as Language in the Pepsi Generation.”
Notre Dame Law Review 65. 397-424.
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B1. Re-examining the “Sentence-final” Particle Ne in Language Learners’ Conversations
GANIR, Paul (Stanford University)

The present study examines how learners of Japanese as a second language employ the Japanese
pragmatic particle ne in their conversations inside and outside of language classrooms. Data taken from
class and club sessions totaling roughly 34 hours reveal that intermediate learners of Japanese use the
particle in three main positions: turn-final, turn-initial, and turn-internal. In particular, the turn-final and
turn-initial uses were characterized by the use of formulaic sequences. Furthermore, the data indicate
that the conversational environments of the language classroom and club activities do not affect the
position of the particle. The results raise several issues in Japanese pedagogy and language acquisition,
such as how to incorporate non-turn-final ne functions into current explanations and how to modify
verbal interactions to provide learners more opportunities to engage in conversations that make use of
linguistic devices like ne.

References: (1) Ohta, A. 2001. Second language acquisition processes in the classroom: Learning Japanese.
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. (2) Tanaka, H. 2000. “The particle ne as a turn-management device in
Japanese conversation.” Journal of Pragmatics 32. 1135-1176.
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ZZ 3R (1) Jucker, A.H. 1997. “The relevance of cleft constructions.” Multilingua 16. 187-198. (2) A~
VR, F 40 v, T4 7 FY.1999. (WHIEE AlER) . TREE G © (5 & 3%y (55 2 i) .
WFzett.
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DEEFINHIET 2 D% THifE, OWEB X UGEEORTERICL>TIkE S,
SRR - (1) SALET. 2008, THAGED T/ A BEMISCE Z USRI T 2 R EFEORERISC . TR
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Th 2 HARGEDOEH SR L T 2 MRS ZEIT 5 5,

2% 3R © (1) Deborah Schiffrin. 1987. Discourse markers. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (2) f
EBEH T - @ 2012, THA - @A - SO RPEAIC X 2 HAGEE R SCOMIENRE— TRy
AHLT—) . THESHEEERZEER B AL v & — HASE - HARYEW 2. 1-16.
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ZHO, ENCLVDOFEFRET, £/, ED X BIHGEEFT THD ) REZZTL 0009
BRTONLBEL 2,
23K ¢ (1) Beebe, L.M., Takahashi, T. & Uliss-Weltz, R. 1990. “Pragmatic transfer in ESL refusals.” In:

R.C. Scarcella, E. Andersen & S.C. Krashen (Eds.). On the development of communicative competence in a
second language. 56-65.
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B 2HAATRANBN—Y = AF ¥ — - Bk - HiEOWal—, . TSR 7(2). 3-13.
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YVIRY DA (13:30~16:00) [3FEND 7k—JL]

Symposium: Clinical Discourse
Topic: What kind of contribution linguistic pragmatics can do to the studies of

interaction in clinical and medical fields?

Exploring the Nature and Process of the Medical Discourse in the Light of
Pragmatics
UEDA, Teruko (Aomori Public University)

The doctor-patient relationship has been described since the time of the Greeks, however, systematic
study of the medical communication is a modern phenomenon. Although medical communication
studies using quantitative methods have grown markedly even in Japan over the past decade, there have
been few qualitative studies of doctor-patient communication. The Roter Interaction Analysis System
(RIAS) is widely used in the US, Europe and Japan, as a major quantitative method for coding medical
dialogue (Roter & Larson, 2002). In exploring the nature and process of the medical discourse, the
following topics are addressed: (1) the characteristics, effectiveness, and limitations of RIAS, (2)
interactional discourse analysis of doctor-patient communication, and (3) the other possibility of
pragmatic analysis (Ueda, 2014).

Doctor-patient visits were audiotaped (N=78) in one hospital and two clinics in Tokyo and Osaka.
First, they were coded using an adaptation of the RIAS. Second, considering the limitations of RIAS,
interactional analysis was applied to clarify the nature and the process of a problem conversation and a
consensual conversation in terms of "cohesion" and "coherence". Other types of pragmatic analysis are
applied and discussed to better understand qualitative differences in the doctor-patient interaction.
References: (1) Roter, D., & Larson, S. 2002. “The Roter Interaction Analysis System (RIAS); Utility and
flexibility for analysis of medical interactions.” Patient Education and Counseling 46. 243-251. (2) Ueda, T.
2014. "Shinryo Bamen niokeru Kanja to Ishi no Communication" (In Japanese). Hituji Syobo.

When do children with high-functioning autism spectrum disorder comprehend
figurative language literally?
OOlI, Manabu (Kanazawa University)

Unlike their English-speaking counterparts, Japanese children with high-functioning autism
spectrum disorders (HFASDs) perform as well as typically developing (TD) children in comprehending
metaphor, despite lacking 1st order theory of mind (ToM) reasoning.

Additionally, although Japanese sarcasm and indirect reproach appear theoretically to need 2nd
order ToM reasoning, HFASDs children without this comprehended these as well as TD children. We
aimed to test the hypothesis that metaphor, sarcasm, and indirect reproach might be evaluated as more
conventional than irony, which children with HFASDs do not comprehend as well as those with attention
deficit hyperactivity disorder. The results for irony, metaphor, and indirect reproach supported the
hypothesis, while those for sarcasm did not. This contradiction is discussed from a self-in-relation-to-
other perspective. The need for a new explanation of disabilities of figurative language comprehension
in children with HFASDs is suggested instead of relying on a single cognitive process.

What does linguistics contribute to research in clinical psychology and/or
psychiatry?
KATO, Sumi (Aomori Chuo Gakuin University)

In the psychotherapy setting, the recovery of interpersonal relationships is only achieved by the use
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of language. Most mental disorders do not have indicative biological markers. Thus the main tool for
diagnosis is linguistic interactions. Necessarily, a significant degree of importance should be attached to
the language used in psychotherapy research. Therefore, importance must be equally placed on linguistic
research.

There are certain areas where pragmatics can clearly contribute to the research on psychology and/or
psychiatry. A potential area linguistics can contribute to is, for example, making ASD’s (autism spectrum
disorder) linguistic behavior clear. In DSM-5 (issued in May, 2013), social (pragmatic) communication
disorder was newly classified. It separates individuals with social communication deficits but with no
restricted and repetitive behaviors or interests from ASD as defined in DSM-IV. It is obvious that
pragmatics has a great potential to contribute to this area.

This presentation introduces JTCM as a pilot study developed by Kato (2012), which was amended

from the original TCM (Mergenthaler, 1996). The potentially great contributions that linguistic can make
to psychotherapy is demonstrated in this example of process research.
References: (1) Kato, S. 2012. “Development of amended JTCM from TCM and its adaptability to
psychotherapy in Japanese-adaptation to individual therapy.” The 31st Annual convention of The
Association of Japanese Clinical Psychology. (2) Kato, S. 2012. “Development of amended JTCM from TCM
and its adaptability to psychotherapy in Japanese-adaptation to family therapy.” The 29th Annual
convention of the Family Psychology. (3) Mergenthaler, E. 1996. “Emotion-abstraction patterns in verbatim
protocols: A new way of describing psychotherapeutic processes.” Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology 64. 1306-1315.

31



R FE

NDF— L0kE

e R AV AV

32



FZRRHDSDFP IR

PAEIFRIOBZREF. TKERHNS 527 . T=Z=ENS 767 « TKENS3370 « 'REHS
7571 TY (ROBABRERS) o (%2014 F 3 AXKIRE)

B &wig~vy7

JRABRIR —Io% SRR — o — IR
Ha REREAR/ #THELE
R R — e FamaR— o5 LR

B INA

55 RARL ETHIER s B2 T

REUEERR

= FitnE = T HBAE
WEHE JR=/ ER ——F—— JRRHAR —=—— LR

=/ERDS - iR EEENR/ wTFsene
R R —— W TamaR— Top LR

7645

JRKE —EE— RFHR — AR kR

JRFBR —— 2 —— JRAHAR —— 2B IR

A EMITHER —STooi® 4 ) eR

EHATEASR —ar— b

33



R DHANSE

FElizabeth Closs Traugott #i% #E&Ex) OHM5E

RAIVIA—RREZEBRIUYARR - kSO0 hEAZBBEL, TEDEEDBERZH
W ULERT, FEDCHE - (B) ERILICOD<KREDSHEICOVWTHIRI 2EELHRRICHK
BERNKT, BoTTENLKLESVRT LS. TEABLLEITFET, B/HELTHEDH XTI,

E6M - Professor Dr. Elizabeth C. TRAUGOTT (Stanford University)
B6F : 2014512878 (B) 14:30~16:30 (&1 14:00~)
B The pivotal role of linguistic context in constructional change
PR BUWERKE 17 SE6ME ALESEERERES
UREBRREDRES 120, XROXRSEBREDESHID)
SWF v VKR 7OERY YT http://www.aoyama.ac.jp/outline/campus/access.html
FWF v VI/I(ROVY YT http://www.aoyama.ac.jp/outline/campus/aoyama.html

FE: BUERRAKERSHRAITOI O TRBED FEDER &ZDOHEECRT DHEHNT
BR8R%T) Joseph Dias. Elizabeth C. Traugott, SRR#BF. ZEHZE. NEFFETF
HegE BAZERRER
(BERIWEDERL  I\FF HF onodera@cl.aoyama.ac.jp)

Pre-Conference & 51

rBARERRTS 2014 & Pre-Conference O HE S5,

FRRBICHKIUBHRUT, REYV I 71 —ILRREZREHEDVATIL - N—F I RFEEICELD
Pre-Conference #&a FEOREXFIRIIER) ZREBULET, 2EDBRDE->TDTS
NEeHFELTEDXT,

E6M - Professor Michael PERKINS (University of Sheffield)
(Emeritus Professor of Clinical Linguistics at Sheffield/&E> 7 1« —JL RKXZE

RINSEBFLELRR)
B : 20144118288 (&) 15:00~16:30
a8 : How Pragmatics Can Go Wrong: An Overview of Clinical Pragmatics

AZ : There appears to be no area of human communication that is immune to
breakdown. | therefore begin this lecture by locating clinical pragmatics within the
broader discipline of clinical linguistics, a sub-discipline of linguistics which
emerged during the 1970s. | then consider the wide range of communicative
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behaviours which have been regarded as manifestations of pragmatic impairment,
and show how these have been linked to various underlying neurological, cognitive
and physiological pathologies. | will suggest that pragmatic impairment is not just
one condition but many, and argue that in order to be clinically useful, approaches
to pragmatic impairment should: a) be broad-based, b) be centred on the
communicating dyad rather than just the individual, and c) take into account
complex interactions such as compensatory adaptation both within and between
individuals.
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